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Abstract
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The climate for innovation is related with organizational outputs comprising the benefits of ideas, significant innovations and 
satisfaction of the employees and the service takers; and sophisticated applications of the effectiveness of the services as 
perceived by service takers. It indicates an organizational willingness necessary for experiencing innovative ideas. As for 
intrinsic motivation, it can be defined as the experience of one’s exposing his/her own talents or abilities. Intrinsically motivated 
people have the ability of multi faceted reasoning and using various learning strategies. Then intrinsically motivated individuals 
are expected to be more creative and make innovative efforts to support organizational goals. The goal of this study is to discover 
the relationship of the creativity levels of the teachers to their intrinsic motivation levels and climates of schools for innovation. 
The study is designed in correlational research. “Creativity Scale” developed by Zhou & George (2001) and “Climate for 
Innovation Scale” adapted from Scott & Bruce (1994) and “Intrinsic Motivation Scale” developed by Dündar, Özutku &
7DúSÕQDU) were used in the study. The data were collected from teachers working at different levels of public and private 
schools in Ankara Province during 2014-2015 school year. According to the results of the study private school teachers self-
reported to be more intrinsically motivated and creative than public school teachers. Intrinsic motivation was predicted to be 
positively related to teacher creativity while two sub-dimensions of the climate for innovation were not. 
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1. Introduction
Organizational environment dominated by competitiveness, can have a high level of complexity to such an 
extent that it may contain unmanageable amount of actual or possible events. By focusing on specific events and 
thus reducing the number of methods to deal with the environment, organizations tend to reduce complexity caused 
by their surroundings. Niklas Luhmann states that as long as modernity causes the increase of contingency and 
complexity, the social systems need more complex mechanisms to better adjust to their environments 
(Vanderstraeten, 2002; Baert & da Silva, 2010 221). In other words, organizations need to develop new products, 
ideas and processes to adjust to the increasingly changing environmental conditions, new ideas and methods by 
becoming innovative and creative systems, and encouraging their members in that direction.
2. Literature Review and Hypotheses 
As the interest in the concept of creativity in organization studies has increased in recent years, the individual, 
contextual and environmental factors have been included in the discussions in the related literature. The fact that the 
concept of creativity can be observed in contextual relationship to various concepts has caused it to be approached 
mostly with different concepts in a model in a large body of research (Abbey & Dickson, 1983; Amabile & 
Gryskiewicz, 1989; Amabile, Contti, Coon, Lazenby & Herron, 1996; Anderson & West, 1998). When the 
educational organizations are considered, discussing the concept of creativity with the concepts of organizational 
climate and intrinsic motivation can be seen as an effective model of presenting the complex organizational context 
in which many actors take part (Moolenaar, Daly & Sleegers, 2010; Chen & Hu, 2008; Giles & Hargreaves, 2006).
2. 1. Creativity
With the increasing importance of the concepts such as progressiveness, development, innovativeness, change 
etc., the interest for the concept of creativity has become more common. Although the concept has turned into a 
common research subject, the criteria necessary to determine its limits have not been revealed in detail because of 
the weak theoretical bases of the early creativity studies (Sternberg, 2006, 1-2; Sternberg & Lubart, 1999, 4). 
However, Mayer (1999, 450) argues that a general consensus on the criteria of originality and usefulness has been 
reached. In this regard, the definition of Sternberg & Lubart (1999, 3) becomes prominent as a convenient example: 
creativity; is the ability to produce both new (e.g. original, unexpected) and convenient (e.g. useful, compatible to 
the work requirements) work (Styhre & Sundgren, 2005, 26).
In management literature, the concepts of creativity and innovativeness were often used interchangeably but they 
actually have significant differences. While creativity is about the process of developing a new idea, invention or 
solution, innovativeness is about the process of implementing it (Levitt, 1963; McLean, 2005). Creativity is usually 
defined at individual level, and promoted by work methods and organizational climate (Styhre & Sundgren, 2005, 
27). In other words, while the value of creativity cannot be appreciated without innovativeness, without creativity, 
innovativeness will be deprived of its most powerful fuel (McLean, 2005). Similarly, Amabile (1988) defines 
creativity which she regarded as a powerful antecedent of innovativeness, as the production of new and useful ideas 
by individuals or small groups. It can be understood from the different definitions and conceptualizations in the 
literature that the concept of creativity can be studied in a wide spectrum spanning from individual-centered analysis 
to organizational context-centered analysis. With reference to the discussions in literature, it is possible to classify 
the creativity studies under four aspects (Styhre & Sundgren, 2005, 27):
i. Creative process analysis. These studies are individual-centered. By the help of the cognitive variables such as 
the frequency of using divergent ideas, problem-solving technics, thinking styles, skills etc., the creativity process is 
tried to be quantified (Chen, 2006; Styhre & Sundgren, 2005, 28).
ii. Creative person analysis. By measuring behaviors such as personality traits or skills of creating new idea, 
qualities unique to the creative people such as self-confidence, tolerating the uncertainity, tendency for 
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independence etc. are tried to be measured (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996; Styhre & Sundgren, 2005, 29).
iii. Creative product analysis. These studies deal with what can be defined as creative product for which reason 
(originality, usefulness etc.) (Besemer & O’Quin, 1999; Styhre & Sundgren, 2005, 29).
iv. Creative environment analysis. The context in which creativity occurs is the main research topic. The 
environmental variables that cause the creative productivity are tried to be identified (Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 
1989; Styhre & Sundgren, 2005, 29).
In the environments where risk-taking and idea-generation are encouraged and the creatively generated ideas are 
assessed fairly and supportively, and where awarding systems support creativity, the individuals tend to show more 
creativity. Amabile, Contti, Coon, Lazenby & Herron (1996) have found out that climate elements such as 
organizational and managerial promotions have positive impacts on individual creativity. Shalley, Zhou & Oldham 
(2004) claim that organizational environment and climate elements such as properties of the work performed, the 
work environment, the relationship between co-workers and superior-subordinate relationships can stimulate 
employees’ creativity by activating their intrinsic motivation. However, there are also studies in the literature that 
does not or partially support the claim that the intrinsic motivation is the medium factor between organizational 
climate and creativity (Shin & Zhou, 2003; Shalley & Perry- Smith, 2001). Because of this, it is considered that it is
necessary to work on a model in which the effects of organizational climate and intrinsic motivation on creativity 
are addressed separately. 
2.2. Climate for Innovation
Organizational climate is an enduring feature distinguishing an organization from others. It comprises collective 
perceptions regarding conceptual dimensions such as autonomy, trust, compliance, approval, innovation and justice 
created by the mutual interactions of the organization members. Organizational climate functions as a base to 
interpret the situations the organization members face; as a mediator which renders the prevailing values, norms and 
tendencies of the organization visible, and as a source of impact that shapes the members’ behaviors (Moran & 
Volkwein, 1992). The variety of organizational climate definitions has required the use of different approaches in 
organization studies. Anderson & West (1998) state that the organizational climate definitions can be discussed 
around the two main approaches: (1) the cognitive schema approach which sees organizational climate as cognitive 
descriptions created by individuals in relation to their work environments and (2) shared perceptions approach 
which sees organizational climate as shared perceptions of members in relation to policies, applications and 
operations (Anderson & West, 1998; James, Choi, Ko, McNeil, Monton, Wright, Hsu, & Fan, 2010).
According to Scott & Bruce (1994) who approached the organizational climate phenomenon with a cognitive 
schema perspective, there is a close relationship between individual innovative behavior and organizational climate. 
Because the climate comprises signals pertaining to the desired behaviors or outputs for individuals. Individuals use 
these signals to create cognitive schemas about the expectations and adjust their behaviors to these expectations to 
get positive outcomes. From this point of view, it can be stated that the main factors necessary for creating an 
organizational climate are the beliefs and expectations of top management and the award system developed 
correspondingly to them (Scott & Bruce, 1994; Saleh & Wang, 1993).
Saleh & Wang (1993) state that an innovative organization should have (1) an open and promotive climate, (2) 
high level of solidarity between members, and (3) an award system reinforcing innovation climate created before.
An open and promotive climate is about the psychological values provided by the efficiency, technical value and 
environment of trust caused by new knowledge. Trust ensures the employees to challenge the status quo and take
risks fearlessly. In an organizational climate dominated by the solidarity between the members, instead of a 
hierarchical superior-subordinate relationship, there is a more horizontal organization form where authority and 
power are shared between members. The award system which supports the climate for innovation is expected to 
reward the entrepreneurial factors such as the desire to take risks and change and the focus on long term work goals. 
In that kind of organizations, features such as openness, information sharing and valuing group success rather than 
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individual success can often be seen (Saleh & Wang, 1993). 
Scott & Bruce (1994) analyze the climate for innovation under support for innovation and resource allocation 
dimensions. Support for innovation dimension is about the individuals’ perceptions about the degree of their 
organizations’ being open, supportive for new ideas and tolerant to the differences between their members. As for 
resource allocation dimension, the resources such as the personnel, financial resources, time etc. which are provided 
by the organization for the innovation process, are studied (Scott & Bruce, 1994).
It has been stated that the organizations with innovative climates are more eager for creativity and innovation, 
allowing their members to pursue new ideas (Kanter, 1986; West, 2002) and are tolerant to the differences between 
their members (Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978; Scott & Bruce, 1994). This aspect is also supported by various studies 
revealing that innovative organization climates enable individuals to behave in a more creative and innovative 
manner (Abbey & Dickson, 1983; Moon & Choi, 2014; West & Andersen, 1996).
2.3. Intrinsic Motivation
Intrinsic motivation means that individuals have an intrinsic tendency to increase their capacities, and discover 
and learn new things. From the very beginning of their lives, individuals can act only for the curiosity and the desire 
for learning without any rewards or extrinsic rewards (Ryan & Deci, 2000). In other words, when individuals seek at 
their work for the entertainment, attention or satisfaction evoked by curiosity, self-expression or challenge, they are 
intrinsically motivated. Intrinsic motivators are the internal parts of the individual’s actions. They arise from the 
emotions related to the action and they should be related to the individual’s work. (Amabile, 1993). 
Even though people are equipped with the intrinsic motivation tendency, external supporting conditions are 
needed to maintain and improve this tendency (Ryan & Deci, 2000). To determine the factors affecting intrinsic 
motivation and describe the changes in motivation level, Deci & Ryan (1985, 62) have developed the Cognitive 
Evaluation Theory (CET). According to CET, intrinsic motivation rises when the conditions are appropriate. The 
focal points of CET are the concepts of competence and autonomy, and it combines the results of the researches 
regarding the effects of rewards, communication, feedback and other external factors on intrinsic motivation. 
Optimal challenges, constructive feedbacks and avoiding derogatory assessments increase intrinsic motivation, 
while negative feedbacks about the performance decrease it. In addition, competence does not increase the intrinsic 
motivation provided that it’s not supported by autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 62-65; Ryan & Deci, 2000). 
The findings of the researches about the relationship between intrinsic motivation and creativity in the literature 
support the results of Deci & Ryan (1985). Andrews & Gordon (1970) found out that when given too early, negative 
feedback can decrease the intrinsic motivation. According to Amabile (1993), as cognitive flexibility and 
complexity levels are high in the case of strong intrinsic motivation, creativity partially depends on the individual’s 
intrinsic motivation. In addition, intrinsic motivational factors such as granting autonomy to the employees and 
perception of the work performed as positively challenging, important, interesting and exciting by the employees are 
the factors supporting creativity (Amabile, 1993). Similarly, Zhang & Bartol (2010) state that meaning, competence, 
self-determination and impact factors that create psychological empowerment are closely related to intrinsic 
motivation and creativity. On the other hand, while innovative climate features such as employee support, resource 
allocation etc. support intrinsic motivation and creativity, especially in strong innovative climates the features such 
as time pressure decrease intrinsic motivation, as they restrict individuals’ autonomy (Hsu & Fan, 2010).
3. Methodology
3.1. Research Goal
The overall goal of this study was to discover the relationship of the creativity levels of the teachers to their 
intrinsic motivation levels and climates of schools for innovation. Two subgoals were (1) to determine whether the 
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teachers’ perceptions on school climate for innovation and their intrinsic motivation and creativity levels differ 
according to professional tenure, school type, school level and school size (number of students) and (2) to determine 
to what extent climate for innovation levels of the schools and intrinsic motivation levels of the teachers predict 
teachers’ creativity.
3.2. Sample and Data Collection
A correlational survey model was employed to collect data from the teachers working at public and private 
schools in the province of Ankara in the school year of 2014-2015. The population of the study consists of 58.513 
teachers working in preschools, primary schools, secondary schools and high schools in AltÕnda÷, Çankaya, 
Etimesgut, GölbaúÕ, Keçiören, Mamak, Pursaklar, Sincan, Yenimahalle, BeypazarÕ, PolatlÕ and Çubuk districts of 
Ankara Province. Proportional stratified sampling technique was adopted to choose 382 teachers from these districts 
to represent the entire population. 400 copies of questionnaires were sent to the participants and 396 of them were 
returned. Six questionnaires were excluded due to missing items and response errors. 390 copies of questionnaires 
were included for analysis. SPSS 22.0 package program was used for statistical analyses. To determine whether 
climate for innovation levels of schools and intrinsic motivation and creativity levels of teachers differ significantly 
in terms of  professional tenure, school type, school level and school size t-test and one way analysis of variance 
were conducted. Multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine the predictors of creativity. The 
significance tests were performed at a two-WDLOHGĮ-level of 0.05.
3.3. Analyses and Results
To measure the climate for innovation levels of the schools 12 items adapted from Scott and Bruce’s (1994) 
“Climate for Innovation Scale” were used. The scale consists of two subscales. The first subscale consists of seven 
items measuring “support for innovation” and second subscale consists of five items measuring “resource 
allocation” levels of schools. Factor analysis results show that factor loadings of the items range from 0,571 to 
0,786. The overall Cronbach alpha coefficient for all items is 0,913. The Cronbach alpha coefficients for the 
subscales are 0,892 and 0,843. The item total correlations of the items in the subscales were also assessed. The item 
total correlations of the items range from 0,454 to 0,801 in first subscale and from 0,562 to 0,746 in the second 
subscale. “The Intrinsic Motivation Scale” with nine items adapted from the study of Mottaz (1985) by Dündar, 
Özutku ve TaúpÕnar (2007) was used to measure the intrinsic motivation levels of teachers. Factor analysis results 
show that factor loadings of the items range from 0,599 to 0,809. The Cronbach alpha coefficient of the scale is 
0,871. The item total correlations of the items in the scale range from 0,516 to 0,744. To measure the creativity 
levels of the teachers Zhou and George’s (2001) “Creativity Scale” with 13 items was used after being adapted into 
Turkish. Factor analysis results show that factor loadings of the items range from 0,702 to 0,849. The Cronbach 
alpha coefficient of the scale is 0,952. The item total correlations of the items in the scale range from 0,655 to 0,814. 
All items were measured on a five point Likert-type scale where 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree.
One way analysis of variance was used to test for differences in mean scores according to professional tenure. 
Results are shown in Table 1. According to Table 1, there is a significant difference between the mean scores of 
tenure groups on support for innovation subscale [F(3,315)=7,997, p<0.05]. Teachers who have more than 21 years 
of professional tenure (;թ =3,598), have more positive perceptions regarding the support for innovation in comparison 
to the teachers having less than 10 years (;թ= 2,962) and between 10-15 years (;թ= 3,130) of tenure.   
Table 1. ANOVA results for the comparison of the mean scores according to professional tenure 
Dimensions Professional Tenure 
(years)
N ;թ S df F p Significant 
difference 
Climate for 
Innovation-
Less than 10 years 63 2,962 0,802 3; 315 7,997 0,000 Yes
(Scheffe)Between 10-15 years 79 3,130 0,956
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support for 
innovation 
Between 16-21 years 71 3,343 0,889 4-1
4-2More than 21 years 106 3,598 0,890
Climate for 
Innovation-
resource 
allocation 
Less than 10 years 63 2,729 0,931 3; 315 3,256 0,022 Yes
(Tukey)
4-1
Between 10-15 years 79 2,786 1,013
Between 16-21 years 71 2,867 1,130
More than 21 years 106 3,165 1,014
Intrinsic 
motivation
Less than 10 years 63 4,171 0,617 3; 315 1,275 0,283 -
Between 10-15 years 79 3,997 0,693
Between 16-21 years 71 4,173 0,605
More than 21 years 106 4,106 0,600
Creativity Less than 10 years 63 3,906 0,634 3; 315 0,669 0,571 -
Between 10-15 years 79 3,875 0,751
Between 16-21 years 71 3,925 0,719
More than 21 years 106 3,793 0,601
Similarly, one way analysis of variance results in Table 1 indicate a significant difference between the mean 
scores of tenure groups on resource allocation subscale [F(3,315)=3,256, p<0.05]. Teachers who have more than 21
years of professional tenure (;թ =3,165) demonsrate more positive perceptions towards the resource allocation for 
innovation than the teachers with less than 10 years (;թ = 2,729) of tenure.  However there is no significant difference 
between the mean scores of tenure groups on intrinsic motivation [F(3;315)=1,275, p>0.05] and creativity 
[F(3;315)=0,669, p>0.05] scales. Independent sample t-tests were also performed to compare the mean scores of the 
teachers working at public and private schools. Results are shown in Table 2. 
Table 2. T-tests results for the comparison of the mean scores according to school types
Dimension School Type N ;թ S df t p
Climate for Innovation-
Support for Innovation
Public 314 3,286 0.878 386 -1.200 0.231
Private 74 3,425 0.956
Climate for Innovation-
Resource Allocation
Public 314 2,931 1.001 386 -0.107 0.915
Private 74 2,945 0.992
Intrinsic Motivation
Public 314 4,033 0.645 386 -5.564 0.000
Private 74 4,469 0.405
Creativity
Public 314 3,801 0.665 386 -4.755 0.000
Private 74 4,202 0.600
Table 2 indicates that there are significant differences between the mean scores of public and private school 
teachers on the intrinsic motivation [t (386)= -5,564, p<0.05] and creativity [t (386)= -4,755, p<0.05] scales. According 
to the self ratings of the participants, the teachers working at private schools (;թ = 4,469) were found to be 
significantly more intrinsically motivated compared to the teachers working at public schools (;թ = 4,033). Similarly 
the teachers working at private schools (;թ = 4,202 were found to be more creative than the teachers working at 
public schools (;ࡃ = 3,801). However there is no significant difference between the mean scores of these two groups 
on support for innovation [t (386)= -1,200, p>0.05] and resource allocation [t (386)= -0,107, p>0.05] subscales of the 
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climate for innovation scale. Results of one way analysis of variance performed to test for differences in teachers’ 
mean scores according to school levels are shown in Table 3. 
Table 3. ANOVA results for the comparison of the mean scores according to school levels
Dimensions School Level N ;թ S df F p Significant 
Difference
Climate for 
Innovation-
Support for 
Innovation
Preschool-Primary School 129 3,286 1,000 2; 383 0,671 0,488 -
Secondary School 127 3,271 0,800
High School 130 3,389 0,869
Climate for 
Innovation-
Resource 
Allocation
Preschool-Primary School 129 2,813 1,064 2; 383 7,761 0,001 Yes (Tamhane’s T2)
3-1
3-2
Secondary School 127 2,775 0,865
High School 130 3,210 1,005
Intrinsic 
Motivation
Preschool-Primary School 129 4,177 0,499 2; 383 1,076 0,284 -
Secondary School 127 4,063 0,686
High School 130 4,105 0,688
Creativity
Preschool-Primary School 129 3,928 0,549 2; 383 0,757 0,441 -
Secondary School 127 3,825 0,722
High School 130 3,887 0,732
According to Table 3, there is a significant difference between the mean scores of the school level groups on 
resource allocation subdimension of the climate for innovation [F(2,383)=7,761, p<0.05] scale. Teachers working at 
high schools (;թ = 3,210) tend to have more positive perceptions towards resource allocation for innovation than the
teachers working at preschool-primary schools (;թ = 2,813) and secondary schools (;թ = 2,775). On the other hand 
there is no significant difference between the mean scores of these three groups on support for innovation 
subdimension of the climate for innovation [F(2,383)=0,671, p>0.05] scale, and intrinsic motivation 
[F(2,383)=1,076, p>0.05] and creativity [F(2,383)=0,757, p>0.05] scales. Results of one way analysis of variance 
performed to test for differences in teachers’ mean scores according to school size are shown in Table 4. 
One way analysis of variance results in Table 4 indicate a significant difference between the mean scores of 
school size (number of students) groups on support for innovation subscale [F(2,370)=6,299, p<0.05]. The teachers 
working at schools with less than 601 students (;թ = 3,575) have more positive perceptions regarding the support for 
innovation than the teachers working at schools with between 601-1200 students (;թ = 3,188) and more than 1200 
students (;թ = 3,251).
Table 4. ANOVA results for the comparison of the mean scores according to school size
Dimensions School Size                 
(Number of Students)
N ;թ S df F p Significant 
Difference
Climate for 
Innovation-
Support for 
Innovation
Less than 601 90 3,575 0,786 2; 370 6,299 0,002 Yes (Scheffe)
1-2
1-3
Between 601-1200 167 3,188 0,928
More than 1200 107 3,251 0,892
Climate for 
Innovation-
Resource 
Allocation
Less than 601 90 3,237 0,863 2; 370 6,666 0,001 Yes (Scheffe)
1-2
1-3
Between 601-1200 167 2,791 1,042
More than 1200 107 2,883 0,979
912   Tuncer Fidan and Inci Oztürk /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  195 ( 2015 )  905 – 914 
Intrinsic 
Motivation
Less than 601 90 4,125 0,659 2; 370 0,969 0,380 -
Between 601-1200 167 4,155 0,632
More than 1200 107 4,045 0,627
Creativity
Less than 601 90 3,891 0,651 2; 370 1,043 0,353 -
Between 601-1200 167 3,920 0,696
More than 1200 107 3,802 0,648
In a similar way, the mean scores of teachers differ significantly in their perception levels of resource allocation 
for innovation according to school size [F(2,370)=6,666, p<0.05]. The teachers working at schools with less than
601students (;թ = 3,237) were found to have more positive perceptions of resource allocation for innovation than the 
teachers working at schools with between 601-1200 students (;թ = 2,791) and more than 1200 students (;թ = 2,883). 
Results of the multiple linear regression analysis performed to determine the predictors of creativity are shown in 
Table 5. 
Table 5. Multiple regression analysis results for the prediction of creativity
Variable B Standart 
error
ȕ
a
t p Dual r Partial r
Constant 1,008 0,173 - 5,831 0,000 - -
Climate for Innovation –Support for Innovation 0,002 0,046 0,003 0,043 0,966 0,337 0,002
Climate for Innovation – Resource Allocation 0,055 0,040 0,081 1,358 0,175 0,335 0,069
Intrinsic Motivation 0,657 0,046 0,616 14,258 0,000 0,650 0,587
R= 0,655   R2= 0,429   F (3,386)= 96,593   P= 0,000
As seen in Table 5, when dual and partial correlations between predictor variables (sub-dimensions of the 
climate for innovation and intrinsic motivation) and predicted variable (creativity) are examined, it is revealed that 
there is a positive and medium-level correlation between intrinsic motivation and creativity. But when the other 
variables are controlled, the correlation between two variables is calculated to be r= 0.587. The table indicates that 
intrinsic motivation is a significant predictor of the teacher creativity as its coefficient is significantly different from 
zero (p<0,05). However there is no significant relationship between two sub-dimensions of the climate for 
innovation and teacher creativity.  Furthermore, significant F-ratio indicates that the overall regression model is a 
good fit for the data. Intrinsic motivation, together with the two sub-dimensions of the climate for innovation, 
statistically significantly predict the teacher creativity (R= 0.655, R2 = 0.429, F(3;386)=96.593, p < 0.05). Three 
independent variables explain 43 % of the variability of the dependant variable. According to standardized 
regression coefficient ȕ UDQNRUGHURI WKH LPSRUWDQFHRI WKHSUHGLFWRUYDULDEOHV LV LQWULQVLFPRWLYDWLRQ UHVRXUFH
allocation and support for innovation. The general form of the equation to predict creativity from intrinsic 
motivation, resource allocation and support for innovation is presented below:
“predicted (creativity)= 1,008+ (0,002 x support for innovation) + (0,055 x resource allocation) + (0,657 x 
intrinsic motivation)”
4. Conclusion
Understanding the mechanisms behind teacher creativity at school context is an important struggle for both 
educational administration professionals and researchers. Schools as professional learning communities are expected 
to harbour and support innovative ideas and efforts by offsetting external hindering effects and providing a fruitful 
climate for individual creativity. In this study a set of individual and organizational level factors were examined to 
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determine the relationships among them and their effects on the creativity levels of teachers. 
The findings of the study indicate that the teachers with more than 21 years of professional tenure have more 
positive perceptions towards the support for innovation and resource allocation. In other words experienced teachers 
perceive the climates of their schools as more supportive and their schools as more prone to allocate necessary 
resources for innovation. Teachers working at private schools tend to be more intrinsically motivated and creative 
than teachers working at public schools. In addition, relatively smaller schools provide better conditions and allocate 
more resources for enhancing innovativeness. Nevertheless, opportunities and resources provided by schools for 
innovation are not at expected levels. Besides, no significant relationship between creativity and the school climate 
elements such as support for innovation and resource allocation was found. On the other hand intrinsic motivation is 
a significant predictor of the teacher creativity. There is a positive and medium-level correlation between intrinsic 
motivation and creativity. 
Standardizing effects of reform practices and strict legal regulations, as Giles & Hargreaves (2006) remarked, 
limit decision-making processes at school sites and prevent participation of teachers to major changes at 
organizational environment. Moreover work related factors such as prescribed pace, methods imposed by curricula, 
rigidly structured work, standard operating procedures and paperwork may reduce perceived autonomoy of teachers 
at individual level (Smylie, 1999, 62). As empowerement and autonomy are the key elements to enhance employee 
creativity (Amabile, Contti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996), empowering teachers at their work practices may 
promote their creativity. Furthermore, implementation of supportive reward systems and allocation of resources 
such as sufficient funds, time, etc. for innovation may encourage entrepreneurial efforts at schools.
Finally, a few limitations of the study deserve commentary. This study was conducted on teachers and results 
presented here obtained from self-reportings of the participants. Results may differ for other populations. In addition 
to this, the use of cross reporting may lead to different results. Despite of these limitations this study provides 
important theoretical and practical implications. The study indicates that at school context intrinsic factors have 
more positive effects on teacher creativity than the extrinsic factors. Also private school teachers were found to have 
higher intrinsic motivation and creativity levels than public school teachers.  
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